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OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 
REVIEW OF THE ETHICS ENFORCEMENT SECTION 
QUARTERLY REPORT, THIRD QUARTER, 2007 


PURPOSE 


The Office of the Inspector General (OIG), pursuant to Consent Decree Paragraph 135, reviewed 
the Ethics Enforcement Section (EES) Quarterly Report, Third Quarter, 2007, and the associated 
audit packages to evaluate the completeness, quality, and findings of EES audits conducted 
during the quarter.’ 


The Chief of Police signed the EES Quarterly Report on October 31, 2007, and the OIG received 
the report on November 13, 2007. 


BACKGROUND ON EES’ “COMPLAINT INTAKE” AND “INTEGRITY” AUDITS 


Consent Decree Paragraph 97 requires the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD or 
Department) to conduct, specific and random, “integrity” audits to identify and investigate 
employees engaging in “at-risk” behavior (e.g., unlawful searches/seizures, excessive force, 
dishonesty, sexual misconduct, and discrimination). Additionally, the Paragraph requires the 
Department to conduct “complaint intake” audits to identify and investigate employees that 
either discourage or fail to take a complaint of misconduct. 


The EES Quarterly Report, Third Quarter, 2007, reported the results of 47 audits (13 “integrity” 
audits and 34 “complaint intake” audits). The table below delineates the classifications (results) 
of the 13 “integrity” audits. 















































CLASSIFICATION OF “INTEGRITY” AUDITS 

Contacts with Immigrants’ Random Pass 

Contacts with Immigrants Random Pass 

Discourtesy Specific Pass 
Excessive Force Random Attempt* 

Excessive Force Specific Pass 
Narcotics Specific Attempt 

Neglect of Duty Specific Pass 

Neglect of Duty Random Pass-Substandard 
Neglect of Duty Random Pass 
Neglect of Duty Random Pass 
Theft Specific Inconclusive 

Unlawful Seizure Random Pass 

Unlawful Seizure Random Attempt 


For the 34 “complaint intake” audits conducted, 28 (82%) were classified as “Pass,” three (9%) 
as ““Pass-Substandard,” and three (9%) as “Fail.” 


! It should be noted that this Report omits confidential and sensitive information. 

* A specific “integrity” audit is generally conducted at the request of Internal Affairs Group or based on a request 
from the targeted employee’s Commanding Officer. 

3 LAPD Officers shall not arrest nor book persons for violation of Title I, Section 1325 of the United States 
Immigration Code (Illegal Entry). 

* EES will classify an audit as “Attempt” when either a Department employee did not respond to the scenario, or the 
employee(s) did not interact in a manner affording effective examination of the employee’s conduct. 
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METHODOLOGY 


As mandated by the Consent Decree, the OIG evaluated 30 EES audit packages (all 13 
“integrity” audits and a random sample of 17 “complaint intake” audits) for completeness, 
quality, and findings.’ Typically, an audit package consists of the Final Report, Operations 
Request, Operational Plan, the undercover officer’s (UC) statements, and video/audio recordings 
of the audit’s execution. 


On February 8, 2008, the OIG discussed the results of this review with the Commanding Officer 
of Special Operations Division. 


REVIEW RESULTS 
COMPLETENESS 
Completeness of the Audit Population 


The EES Quarterly Report, Third Quarter, 2007, reported on the outcome of 47 audits. Based on 
the OIG’s review, EES reported on a complete population. Four audits remained open at the end 
of the third quarter, 2007. The OIG will continue to track the four outstanding audits to ensure 
they are eventually completed and reported on by EES. As reported in our last quarterly review, 
the OIG planned to expand the scope of its review and evaluate Risk Evaluation files completed 
by EES. When EES receives a request to perform an audit on an employee, they may first 
evaluate whether they should conduct the audit. This analysis, in which EES reviews an 
employee’s work history, is called a “Risk Evaluation.” In our prior Review, we identified that 
EES attempted to conduct an audit on one employee, but the employee only had a Risk 
Evaluation file, and an audit project file was not initiated. This quarter, the OIG has commenced 
a review of EES’ Risk Evaluation files and an overall assessment of this area. The OIG plans on 
reporting on its assessment during its review of EES’ quarterly report for the fourth quarter, 
2007. 


Completeness of the Audit Packages 


The OIG also evaluated 30 (13 “integrity” and 17 “complaint intake” audits) of the 47 audit 
packages to ensure the packages contained the Final Report, Operations Request, Operational 
Plan (when required), and any other pertinent evidence. The OIG determined all 30 audit 
packages were complete.* 





` The OIG’s sample was based on a one-tail sample size calculation with a 95 percent confidence level, an expected 
error rate of six percent, and a plus precision of seven percent. 

° It was noted that four Operational Plans were approved the same date as the “integrity” audit with no time 
documented to indicate if it was approved before or after the “integrity” audit. 
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QUALITY 


To assess EES’ audit quality for the third quarter of 2007, the OIG evaluated several aspects of 
the 30 audits (13 “integrity” and 17 “complaint intake” audits), particularly focusing on the 
design and execution of the audits. The quality concerns identified are described below. 


“Integrity” Audit Concerns 


The OIG noted that for two “integrity” audits testing for criminal behavior, there were no audio 
recordings capturing the verbal interactions between the audited officers and the undercover 
officers. As such, the OIG could not conclude whether the audits truly tested the employee’s 
propensity to engage in the tested behavior. Specifically, for one specific “integrity” audit, 
testing for excessive force, the UC came into contact with the audited officer and it was 
documented in the UC’s written statement that he was verbally aggressive with the audited 
officer; however, the OIG was unable to independently assess this statement. In another random 
“integrity” audit, testing for unlawful seizure/false arrest, the UC indicated that when the officers 
made contact with him/her, they asked him/her a pertinent question. However, since there was 
no recording to capture the conversation, the OIG was unable to independently verify this 
information. Moreover, audio recordings serve to enhance the comprehensiveness of the 
investigation should they be challenged at a later date. 


Additionally, for one random “integrity” audit (classified as “Attempt”) to determine if officers 
would use excessive force, a UC was parked in a certain location. A radio call was generated for 
an officer to respond. The Operational Plan for the audit stated earlier surveillance on the 
location, showed minimal foot traffic at the location. This was EES’ justification to use the 
location to test for excessive force as there were not a lot of potential witnesses around. 
However, on the day of the audit, it was conducted between two to four hours later than the 
original surveillance, and about halfway through the audit there were at least 10-12 people seen 
entering and exiting the nearby location. Although the audit was classified as an “Attempt” 
(because no officer ever responded to the radio call), the OIG believes the audit should have 
been conducted at or near the time of the earlier surveillance to adequately test an officer’s 
propensity to use force without consideration of potential witnesses. A similar concern was also 
noted in another “integrity” audit (classified as “Pass”) that was attempting to evaluate a specific 
officer’s propensity to engage in excessive force. In that audit, the UC was parked outside a 
certain location. But based on the video recording that captured the audit, there were several 
vehicles passing by when the audit took place, which might have decreased the likelihood that 
the officer would exhibit the type of behavior EES was trying to assess. 


“Complaint Intake” Audit Concerns 


For two walk-in “complaint intake” audits classified as “Pass,” the UC was not asked and/or did 
not indicate in his/her statement whether or not he/she felt dissuaded to file a complaint, which is 
a normal practice of EES once a “complaint intake” audit is complete. If the UC believes there 
was attempted dissuasion on the part of an audited employee, EES will initiate a complaint 
investigation against them. 
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FINDINGS 


To assess EES’ findings, the OIG evaluated the classifications of the 30 audits (13 “integrity” 
and 17 “complaint intake” audits) sampled to determine whether any were clearly inaccurate. As 
such, the OIG evaluated the audits’ “Pass,” “Pass-Substandard,” “Inconclusive,” “Attempt,” or 
“Fail” classifications. The following are five audits in which the OIG disagreed with EES’ 
“Pass” classification. 


e For one random walk-in “complaint intake” audit (classified as “Pass”), a sergeant who was 
taking the UC’s complaint information asked the UC certain inappropriate questions. 
Although EES noted this and documented it in the audit’s final report, the OIG believes that 
a supervisor should not be asking these types of questions and therefore, the audit should 
have been classified as “Pass-Substandard.” 


e For one random walk-in “complaint intake” audit (classified as “Pass” for the employee that 
took the complaint and “Fail” for the desk officer that interacted with the UC), EES noted 
that the incident date on the complaint facesheet was off by one day.’ It was also noted by 
the OIG that the UC gave an address which was not noted on the complaint facesheet. 
Additionally, the complaint facesheet indicated that the complaint was received 
telephonically; however, the audit was a walk-in. A letter containing a description of the 
allegations was turned into the front desk officer; however, the complaint facesheet narrative 
indicated that there is no addenda and the letter was not attached. Based on the noted 
discrepancies and concerns, the OIG believes the audit should have been classified as “Pass- 
Substandard” for the sergeant that completed the complaint facesheet. 


e For one random telephonic “complaint intake” audit (classified as “Pass”), the UC was 
placed on hold for seven minutes without being provided a reason for the delay. The EES 
investigator noted this on the audio recording of the audit; however, it was not documented in 
the audit’s final report. Due to the lengthy and unexplained hold time, the OIG believes this 
audit should have been classified as “Pass-Substandard.” 


e For one random telephonic “complaint intake” audit (classified as “Pass”), the OIG noted 
that there was no telephone number documented on the complaint facesheet; however, the 
UC provided one as the investigating sergeant called the UC back and left a voicemail 
message. As there was no address provided by the UC to facilitate follow-up, if the 
investigator needed to contact the complainant, the omitted telephone number could hinder 
an investigation. Based on the above, independently or collectively, the OIG believes this 
audit should have been classified as “Pass-Substandard.” 


e For one random walk-in “complaint intake” audit (classified as “Pass”), the OIG noted that 
the narrative on the complaint facesheet indicated the date the incident occurred was the 
same day of the audit. However, the letter that was turned in by the UC did not have the date 
or time the incident occurred. Additionally, the time of the incident documented in the 
complaint facesheet narrative was 20 minutes after the audit was completed. Based on these 
discrepancies, the OIG believes this audit should have been classified as “Pass-Substandard.” 


1 EES erroneously discarded their copy of the letter that was turned into the Area police station during the audit. 
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CONCLUSION 


Based on the OIG's review, the audit packages were complete. However the OIG disagreed with 
the EES' "Pass" classification for five "complaint intake" audits. For these audits, the OIG 
believes that "Pass-Substandard" would have been a more appropriate classification, which 
would have resulted in the audited employee's Commanding Officer being notified of 
substandard performance that occurred during the audit. Additionally, for two "integrity" audits, 
EES did not use audio recording devices to capture verbal interaction between the audited 
officers and the undercover officers. Therefore, the OIG could not conclude whether the audits 
truly tested the employee’s propensity to engage in the tested behavior. Finally, for two 
"integrity" audits to evaluate excessive force, EES conducted the audits in a location where there 
were potential witnesses passing by. Since the presence of potential witnesses may decrease the 
likelihood that an officer would exhibit this type of behavior, it is recommended that these types 
of audits be performed in a location with minimal passersby. 


